








Appendix H - Coordination with Cities, Towns, and State Reviewing Agencies

1. Section 1.5. Page 1-4. The first bulleted item following, “Essential for the USP are the following
features:”, states “Biosolids and its role in reclamation of the gravel mines (production and use of
Class A “Exceptional Quality” biosolids).”

Please provide additional information how Pierce County plans to use Class A biosolids for
reclamation of gravel mines.
Comment: Noted and Revised

2. Table 1.13-1. Page 1-10. Wastewater from Rainier School receives treatment at the city of Buckley
wastewater treatment plant. The Rainier School wastewater treatment plant no longer operates.
Comment: Noted and Revised

3. Section 2.5. Page 2-9. “For systems handling between 3,500 and 14,500 gallons per day, the DOH
issues permits. For large on-site sewer systems of over 14,500 gallons per day, the DOE issues
permits.”

The responsibilities for onsite treatment systems changed on July 1, 2011, with the promulgation of
Chapter 246-272B WAC. The Department of Health has review, approval, and permitting authority for
domestic onsite systems that discharge subsurface and have a capacity between 3,500 and 100,000
gallons per day. Ecology has responsibility for onsite systems with capacity greater than 100,000
gallons per day.

Comment: Noted and Revised

4. Section 2.7.4. Page 2-12. “Itis anticipated that the Sumner WWTP may exceed limits for ammonia,
chlorine, copper, mercury, and zinc. To continue discharging to the Puyallup River, it is expected that
the Sumner WWTP would be required to provide advanced treatment.”

The city of Sumner conducted an effluent mixing study in 2009. Ecology used the results of that study
and conducted a dynamic simulation to calculate the critical condition acute and chronic dilution
factors. Ecology then used those dilution factors along with treatment plant effluent and receiving
water data to evaluate the reasonable potential of the Sumner treatment plant effluent to cause a
violation of the water quality standards. The discharge did not have a reasonable potential to violate
water quality standards so Ecology did not establish any water quality based limitations in the NPDES
permit. Ecology modified the NPDES permit on July 18, 2011, to include the acute and chronic dilution
factors calculated by dynamic simulation.

Comment: Noted and Revised

5. Section 3.2.3. Page 3-9. “Lake Tapps — Puget Sound Power & Light Company retains water in Lake
Tapps and the Electron Reservoir for hydroelectric power generation at the Dieringer and Electron
Powerhouses. The Lake Tapps reservoir was formed with the diking of the natural lake in 1910 and
storage began in 1911 with flow diverted from the White River using the Lake Tapps Flume. Flow
diverted from the White river is limited to not more than 2,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) or all flow in
the river with the exception of 30 cfs.”

Puget Sound energy stopped using Lake Tapps for power generation in January 2004. Cascade
Water Alliance purchased Puget Sound Energy’s White River hydroelectric project and water rights in
2008. Cascade Water Alliance will eventually use the water for water supply. An agreement between
Cascade Water Alliance, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, and the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, requires
maintaining minimum flow in the White River based on the time of year. The minimum flow specified
in the agreement for the river low flow period, typically early fall, is 500 cfs.

Comment: Noted and Revised

6. Sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5. Page 3-15. The maximum month design capacity of the Buckley wastewater
treatment plant is 2.4 million gallons per day (MGD). Again, the Rainier School wastewater treatment
plant no longer operates since wastewater from the school was routed to the Buckley wastewater
treatment plant.
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Comment: Noted and Revised

7. Section 3.5.11. Page 3-23. “Treated wastewater is discharged into Gig Harbor.” The city of Gig
Harbor constructed a new outfall from the treatment plant that discharges to the Tacoma Narrows.
Comment: Noted and Revised

8. Section 3.6. Page 3-34. “It (Tacoma North End wastewater treatment plant) has a permitted average
wet weather design capacity of 10MGD.” The Ecology approved design capacity is 7.2 million gallons
per day.

Comment: Noted and Revised

9. Section 4.5. Page 4-6. “Treatment is considered adequate by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) when water quality
standards are met.”

The NPDES permit issued by Ecology for the Chambers Creek wastewater treatment plant does not
have water quality based limitations. The limitations in the permit, 5-day carbonaceous biochemical
oxygen demand (CBOD:s), total suspended solids (TSS), pH, and fecal coliform bacteria, are
technology based limits.

Technology based limitations are specified in federal and state regulation and are based on a
reasonable level of treatment that a municipal wastewater treatment plant can achieve without
considering the effect of the discharge to the receiving water. Water quality based limitations result
from a potential for the discharge to cause a violation of a water quality standard in the receiving
water. The existing NPDES permit does not have a water quality based limitation.

Comment: Noted and Revised

10. Table 4.3-1. Page 4-4. Please include 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BODs) loadings in the
table.
Comment: Noted and Revised

11. Section 4.6. Page 4-6. A bullet describing the requirements of the Chambers Creek NPDES permit
states the permit includes monitoring the receiving water (Puget Sound). The existing permit does not
require receiving water testing or monitoring.

Comment: Noted and Revised

12. Section 4.10. Page 4-8. “Identification of capacity restrictions is driven by a State of Washington
regulation that requires planning for additional conveyance capacity when peak flows reach 85
percent of the peak flow a pipeline was designed to carry.”

The requirement to address capacity when a facility reaches 85 percent of design capacity is not
codified in regulation. The requirement to submit a plan and schedule to maintain capacity when the
flow or loadings to a treatment plant reach 85 percent of the design capacity is a condition in NPDES
permits issues by the Ecology. Ecology initially added this condition to NPDES permits in the late
1990s because the loadings to several treatment plants were nearing the design capacities but the
owners were not engaged in planning ot provide treatment for additional loadings.

Comment: Noted and Revised

13. Figure 5.3-1 and all subsequent sub-basin conveyance figures. It would be helpful to Ecology if the
maps distinctly show all force mains, regardless of diameter. The maps have the same line and color
for force mains smaller than 7 inches in diameter and 14-inch diameter and smaller gravity sewers.
Comment: Noted and Revised

14. Table 7.2-2 and 7.2-3. Pages 7-3 and 7-4. “Per the approved Conditional Use Permit February 2010,
the approved flow for the WWTP is 56MGD.”
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Please provide a copy of the Conditional Use Permit, presumably issued by the city of University
Place, and explain how the approved flow of 56 MGD was developed. We assume that value may be
referenced to build-out of the service area or site footprint. Presently, the Ecology approved design
capacity for the Chambers Creek wastewater treatment plant is 28.7 MGD (average daily flow for the
maximum month).

Comment: Noted and Revised

15. Table 7.2-3. Page 7-4. The table presents mass loadings of BOD and TSS to the wastewater
treatment plant for various flow rates. The table does not indicate what data were used to calculate
the loadings. Due to some difficulty in obtaining representative influent samples, treatment plant
personnel relocated the influent sampler. Since relocating the sampler the ratio of BODs:TSS has
been more closer to 1:1, typical of domestic wastewater. Please consider evaluating the recent
influent data to project future loadings to the treatment plant.

Comment: Noted and Revised

16. Section 7.7. Pages 7-55 to 60. Several of the discussions financing of improvements refer to
“Facilities Report Appendix M” for additional information. Appendix M in the general sewer plan is
blank. Is the “Facilities Report” another report?

Comment: Noted and Revised
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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

OFFICE OF SHELLFISH AND WATER PROTECTION
16201 East Indiana » Suite 1500 = Spokane Valley, Washington 99216
(509) 329-2143 * Fax (509) 329-2142

September 27, 2011

Mr. Steve Kamieniecki
Sewer Utility Senior Planner
9850 64" Street West
University Place, WA 98467

Subject: Re: Pierce County Ultilities; Project Number R11-012
General Sewer Plan; Pierce County

Dear Mr. Kamieniecki,

The documents for the above project were received in this office August 8, 2011 and are now in
the review process. RCW 43.20B.020 authorizes fees for services for the review of engineering
plans, reports, and construction documents. A fee will be charged for the review and approval of
your engineering documents. You will receive an invoice for payment upon completion of
review and approval of the documents. Payment is due at that time. The fee is based on the time
required to complete the review at a flat hourly rate, which is currently $102.00 per hour, but is
subject to change.

This project has been assigned a unique DOH Project number, which 1s shown above. Please use
this project number on future correspondence or submittals pertaining to this project. If you have
any questions, please feel free to contact me at (509) 329-2146, or by email at
craig.riley(@doh.wa.gov.

A
Craig L. Yy, P.E.

Water Reclamation & ReuseProgram %

Singcerely,

Environmental Health Division

cc:  Pierce County Public Health yten (%/\03 6/0
John Ryding ;: NWRO Ecology U, <9 6\0
Greg Zenter; NWRO Department of Health 6’% 20/,
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£ =%



STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

OFFICE OF SHELLFISH AND WATER PROTECTION
16201 East Indiana « Suite 1500 » Spokane Valley, Washington 99216
(509) 329-2143 * Fax (509) 329-2142

January 31, 2012

Mr. Steve Kamieniecki

Sewer Utility Senior Planner

Pierce County Utilities

9850 64" Street West

University Place, Washington 98467

RE:  Pierce County Utilities, Pierce County; Draft Unified Sewer Plan Update 2011
Dear Mr. Kamieniecki:

I have completed my review of the Draft Unified Sewer Plan. Overall, this is plan is
comprehensive and well done. I have identified some issues that should be considered to update
or clarify and possibly strengthen the plan that are attached to this letter. None of these
comments are substantial and require significant revisions.

Regulations establishing a schedule of fees for review and approval of planning, engineering and
construction documents were adopted July 1, 1987 and revised in August 3, 2007. An itemized
bill for $1,581.00 enclosed.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (509) 329-2146 or by email at
craig.riley@doh.wa.gov. In the meantime, I look forward to receiving the final version of the
plan for approval.

bmcerely,

éu

Craig L Riley, P.E.
Water Reclamation & Reuse Program
Division of Environmental Health

cc: Pierce County Health Department

Greg Zentner, Dept. of Ecology, SWRO, Olympia |

John Ryding, WDOH/ODW, NWRO, Kent REC EIVE D
o ‘ FEB -3 2012
13579 d/13))a PUBLIC WORKS &

S ~ ENVIRONMENTAL %ER\E%EIE}LH
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Appendix H - Coordination with Cities, Towns, and State Reviewing Agencies

Pierce County Unified Sewer Plan Update
Washington State Department of Health Review Comments

1. Section 2.1.8: Wellhead protection regulatory requirements for Group A public water systems is
regulated by the Washington Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water.
Group A water system regulations require that water system purveyor to assure adequate sanitary
protection for all water sources. These regulations require the purveyor to assure protection by
prohibition construction of sources of contamination within a sanitary control area. The protection
is established by creating protective or restrictive covenants for the land within 100 feet of a well
or 200 feet of a spring. Existing regulations allow for a smaller area if engineering justification
shows an adequate level of source water protection.
Comment: Noted and Revised

2. Section 2.5: The 2007 legislature passed SB 5894 into law in 2007 which expanded WDOH
authority over large on-site sewage systems (LOSS) up to a maximum design flow of 100,000
gallons per day (0.1MGD). These new authorities are codified in WAC 246-272B
Comment: Noted and Revised

3. Section 3.2.10: Please clarify the meaning of “Class A reuse effluent limits” as related to TMDL
allocations. Class A reclaimed water is defined in the 1997 Water Reclamation and Reuse
Standards (Standards) by treatment requirements plus process and use area reliability
requirements in addition to specific water quality criteria limits. The only specific reclaimed water
quality limit defined by the Standards is the microbiologic limit for total coliform levels.
Comment: Noted and Revised

4. Section 3.4.12: The plan should be revised regarding the City of Yelm. Yelm constructed one of
the first water reclamation and reuse facilities in Washington. The plant was one of five
demonstration projects authorized by RCW 90.46.110 in 1997. The plant was permitted in 1999 to
produce Class A reclaimed water using sequencing batch reactors for aeration, coagulation,
continuous backwash sand filters and chlorination for disinfection. The water is used for
residential lawn, public area irrigation at Yelm High School, Yelm Middle School, City Park and
Cochrane Park, water features in Cochrane Park, wetlands, fish pond and aquifer recharge. In
addition the city can provide limited fire protection through a dedicated reclaimed water fire
system.

Comment: Noted and Revised

5. Section 5.21: The original concept for the Cascadia development was to provide reclaimed water
for nonpotable uses within the development to reduce the water supply demands from the City of
Tacoma.

Comment: Noted and Revised

6. Section 6.6: The plan should be revised to accurately describe the current statutory and regulatory
authority for the production, distribution and use of reclaimed water. Currently the State of
Washington does not have specific reclaimed water regulations. The implementation of a draft
rule has been suspended until after June 30, 2013. The current program authorities are based on
RCW 90.46 which requires a permit be issued to use reclaimed water and the use of that water to
be based on standards and guidance which is the 1997 Water Reclamation and Reuse Standards
(Standards).

Comment: Noted and Revised

7. Section 6.7: The 1997 Standards identify four (4) classes of reclaimed water, that no general
permits exists for use of reclaimed water and there are no “+” categories of reclaimed water. The
Class A “+” water quality referenced is presumed to be water quality limits apply to the use of
reclaimed water for aquifer recharge. RCW 90.46.080 requires that reclaimed water used for
aquifer recharge by surface percolation conform to the “state drinking water contaminant criteria”
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which are defined as being the maximum contaminant levels adopted by the State Board of
Health and state Department of Health for drinking water, which limits nitrate + nitrate (NO3 +
NO,) to 10.0 mg/L. RCW 90.46.042 requires that use of reclaimed for direct recharge conforms to
standards and guidance (Section 3 of the 1997 Standards) which limits total nitrogen to less than
10 mg/L for recharge of potable aquifers. The plan should be revised to correct this
misinterpretation.

Comment: Noted and Revised

8. Section 6.8: RCW 90.46 allows reclaimed water as opposed to treated wastewater. Reusing
treated wastewater is not allowed by current state law. Wastewater treatment and disposal of the
effluent (e.g. treated wastewater) is governed under RCW 90.48 and WAD 173-200, 201A, 216 &
221.

Comment: Noted and Revised

9. Section 7.2.5: The plan should consider future requirements from the Puget Sound Partnership
initiative that could more strictly limit marine wastewater disposal and wastewater quality limits.
Comment: Noted and Revised

10. Section 8.1: While the USP addresses water reclamation and reuse and commits to future
consideration of the resource, the plan should also acknowledge that the development of a water
reclamation and reuse program and initial projects requires a significant time frame, often 15 or
more years. We recommend the plan reconsider the need to begin development and initial
implementation of a water reclamation program in the event water supply projections are accurate
and additional water supplies are necessary to supplement existing supplies with the 20-year
planning period.

Comment: Noted

11. Sections 8.11 — 8.13: The financial and economic planning for capital improvements should
incorporate revenues derived from the sale of any reclaimed water produced and used under the
plant. RCW 90.46.120(1) requires that “any revenues derived from the reclaimed water facility
shall be used only to offset the cost of operation of the wastewater utility fund or other applicable
source of systemwide funding”. In addition, avoided costs of potable water and wastewater
improvements such as non-potable related system storage (e.g. fire flow), large diameter water
line replacement, reduction in peak-day water supply and water treatment capacity, water rights
acquisitions, wastewater treatment capacity, marine outfall upsizing and disposal permit
development could be considered in the economic assessment.

Comment: Noted

12. Appendix C (Pg 17-18): Please note that Washington Department of Health developed new
regulations for greywater use (WAC 246-274) effective July, 2011. These rules allow for
subsurface irrigation of greywater. Interior building use such as toilet flushing is not allowed by
these rules. Internal building use is considered a commercial use of reclaimed water which
requires Class A reclaimed water.

Comment: Noted and Revised
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